IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE

IN THE MATTER OF THE
PETITION OF EDWARD D.
STURGIS FOR A WRIT OF
MANDAMUS

§
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§
§

Submitted: June 24, 2010
Decided: June 29, 2010
BeforeSTEELE, Chief JusticeHOLLAND andBERGER, Justices.
ORDER

This 29th day of June 2010, upon consideratiorihef petition of
Edward Sturgis for an extraordinary writ of mandamit appears to the
Court that:

(1) The petitioner, Edward Sturgis, seeks to invoke original
jurisdiction of this Court to issue a writ of mamdas to compel the
Delaware Department of Correction to release homfcustody. The State
of Delaware has filed a response and motion to idsiBturgis’ petition.
Without addressing the merits of Sturgis’ argumemte find that his
petition manifestly fails to invoke the originalrisdiction of this Court.
Accordingly, the petition must be dismissed.

(2) This Court has authority to issue a writ of mamus only when
the petitioner can demonstrate a clear right topiidormance of a duty, no

other adequate remedy is available, and the taattcarbitrarily failed or



refused to perform its dufy.An extraordinary writ will not be issued if the
petitioner has another adequate and complete remetyw to correct the
act of the trial court that is alleged to be eraus More importantly, the
Court’s jurisdiction to issue an extraordinary wist limited to instances
when the respondent is a court or judge thetelf.this case, the Court has
no original jurisdiction to issue a writ of mandasnulirected to the
Department of Correction.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Sturgis’ petiti for a
writ of mandamus is DISMISSED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Randy J. Holland
Justice
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